A study of charter school administrators' attitudes toward inclusion of students with special needs, 1998 by Rutherford-Hasan, Cheryl (Author) & Fenwick, Leslie J. (Degree supervisor)
ABSTRACT
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
RUTHERFORD-HASAN, CHERYL B.A. BENNETT COLLEGE, 1980
M.A. CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY, 1994
A STUDY OF CHARTER SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION OF STUDENTS
WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
Advisor: Dr. Leslie J. Fenwick
Dissertation dated May, 1998
This study investigated charter school administrators'
attitude toward inclusion and its influence on academic,
behavioral, physical, and social accommodations for students
with special needs. This study addressed differences in
attitude toward inclusion of charter school administrators
who had differing number of years of teaching experience,
number of years of administrative experience, and special
education background. The study also addressed attitude
toward inclusion based on age, gender, and level of
education.
The population for this study consisted of charter
school administrators from 4 8 randomly selected charter
schools. A total of 41 responses were received from
Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Texas, and Wisconsin charter schools.
The instrument used was the Attitude Toward Inclusive
Education Scale (ATIES). Factors addressed on the ATIES
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were academic, behavioral, physical, and social accommo
dations. Analysis of variance was used for statistical
analysis in this study. The probability level of .05 was
used to test each hypothesis for acceptance or rejection.
The findings suggest that males and females differ in
their attitude toward inclusion when the disabilities
involve the need for physical accommodations. Significant
data were produced which also suggest that the number of
years of teaching experience affect charter school
administrators' attitude toward inclusion when the
disabilities involve the need for behavioral accommodations.
The conclusions drawn from the findings suggest that
age, the number of special education courses completed,
years of teaching experience, and years of administrative
experience have no impact on the administrator's attitude
toward inclusion.
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One of the most dynamic contemporary educational
reform initiatives is the charter school movement. The
Center for Educational Reform (1997) has identified 481
charter schools in 16 states and the District of Columbia,
presently serving over 105,000 students during the 1996-97
school year. Arizona leads the nation with 164 charter
schools currently in operation, followed by California with
109 and Michigan with 76.
Charter school reform has grown tremendously since
the first charter school law was passed in Minnesota in
1992. According to the National Board of Education (Center
for Education Reform 1997), there are many reasons why
charter schools are on the rise: (1) to promote an educa
tional vision; (2) to have greater autonomy over organiza
tional, personnel, or governance matters; (3) to serve a
special population; (4) for financial reasons; (5) to give
rise to parent involvement and ownership; and (6) to attract
students and parents.
Originally, a charter school was envisioned as a
legally and financially autonomous public school that
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operate much like a private business, free from
district regulations and state guidelines and with greater
accountability for student outcomes. These key elements
have since become the criteria upon which charter school
laws have been judged. Strong charter school laws include
most of the key elements described. Laws without most of
the elements have been considered "weak." Weak charter
laws are usually approved only by school districts, termed
ponsor charters, and they provide no appeals process. Weak
charter laws do not allow charter schools to be legally or
financially autonomous from a district, and there is a limit
to the number of schools that can be created. States with
weak charter laws are usually not free from state laws or
district regulations, although some permit organizers to
seek waivers from these regulations.
Research indicates that virtually all charter
schools have had to overcome obstacles during development
and implementation. Barriers to developing and implementing
charter schools include: the lack of start-up funds, lack
planning time, inadequate operating funds, inadequate
facilities, state or local board opposition, state depart-
nent of education resistance or regulations, internal
conflicts, district resistance or regulations, union or
Dargaining unit resistance, bargaining agreements, hiring of
staff, health/safety regulations, accountability require-
nents, federal regulations, community opposition, and
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teacher certification requirements. According to the
National Board of Education (Center for Education Reform
1997), the lack of start-up funds was reported most
frequently as the most common barrier of the ten charter
schools surveyed throughout the United States.
Charter schools are developed in ways unique to
each school's state and local context. The National Board
of Education's research shows that a principal or school
administrator started the charter school in half of the
cases reported, and a few active parents or teachers founded
most of the others (Center for Education Reform 1997).
Community members other than parents (namely, a business
leader, a group of education reformers, and a nonprofit
organization) initiated and led the founding effort.
Some charter schools offer advanced uses of tech
nology at a distance; others emphasize small, nurturing
environments with low student-teacher ratios. Certain
charter schools are patterned after different aspects of
school reforms of the 1990s; others follow a more conven
tional educational program. Some charter schools create
structured learning environments for their students; others
deliberately design less structured learning environments.
A sizeable proportion of charter schools aim to serve
special populations, though most charter schools reflect the
demographic characteristics of students in their geograph
ical area. The variety across charter schools in education
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programs and missions is also clear in their pattern of
different approaches to management, governance, finance,
parent involvement, and personnel practices.
Charter schools also vary in the delivery of
special education programs and services. McKinney (1996)
examined charter school contracts in Arizona and found that
in almost all cases the state boards were approving charters
without knowing how the school would provide special
education. During the 1996-97 school year, the state of
Arizona chartered another fifty schools, and again services
for exceptional students were not included. The Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires state and
local education agencies to provide a free, appropriate
public education for all children with disabilities;
however, this requirement is not imposed on individual or
charter schools in all states.
Research shows that more and more parents of
students needing special education services are choosing
charter schools. Administrators, parents, and teachers have
a responsibility to ensure that all children receive an
appropriate" public education, regardless of disabilities.
Purpose
This study sought to explore the types of special
sducation programs and practices that charter schools offer.
Specifically, the purpose of this study was to determine if
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academic, behavioral, physical, and social accommodations
influenced the attitudes of charter school administrators
toward inclusion of special needs students.
Background of the Problem
A study of charter schools (U.S. Department of
Education 1997) was undertaken in a four-year research
effort to document and analyze the charter school movement.
The study provided descriptive information about the number
of charter schools that became operational and about the
factors that facilitated or hindered the charter schools'
development and implementation. The study also analyzed the
impact of charter schools on student achievement and on
local and state public education systems.
Based on self-reports from charter schools, 7.4
percent of students enrolled in charter schools that were in
operation by January of 1996 had received special education
services prior to being enrolled; this compares to the 10.4
percent of all students nationally who received services
under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
in the 1994-95 school year (U.S. Department of Education
1997) .
The ten charter states surveyed differed in the
statewide average proportion of students with disabilities
served under the IDEA (U.S. Department of Education 1997).
In Georgia, 4.8 percent of students with disabilities were
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enrolled in charter schools, whereas 8.0 percent of students
with disabilities were enrolled in all public schools.
The current study was based on the assumption that
charter school administrators' attitudes toward inclusion of
students with special needs impact the success or failure of
the inclusion model as an instructional method.
Statement of the Problem
Charter schools that have not been created specif
ically to serve students with disabilities are sometimes
reluctant to classify students as "special education"
because they believe that every student should have an indi-
/idualized learning program (U.S. Department of Education
1997). Charter schools claim to be schools with educational
/ision, teacher empowerment, and greater autonomy that serve
a special population, encourage parental involvement and
ownership, and seek to attract students and parents. Given
:he lack of district funds to amortize or subsidize costs,
some administrators expressed a fear of going "bankrupt" if
a large number of parents of students with disabilities were
attracted to their schools.
However, the U.S. Department of Education (1997)
study showed that it was common for administrators of
:harter schools visited in the field study, particularly at
small and newly created charter schools, to say that the
funding for special education was inadequate. Furthermore,
7
he National Board of Education also received reports that
ome charter schools seemed to counsel parents to send their
hildren to other public schools where they could receive
etter services (U.S. Department of Education 1997).
This is a problem for students with disabilities
ecause the students previously identified as needing
pecial education services in other public schools may not
e receiving these services in charter school settings,
dministrators of charter schools need to be aware of
pecial education guidelines in order to provide an appro-
riate public education for all children, specifically
tudents with special needs.
Regardless of whether charter schools are legally
utonomous units, they are bound by Section 504 of the
ehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabil-
ties Act (ADA). Section 504 prohibits discrimination on
he basis of disability by any agency that receives federal
inancial assistance.
Every state is a recipient of federal funds, and
herefore all public school districts, including charter
chools wholly funded by the state, are bound by the
anguage of Section 504. Where charter schools are not
onsidered separate school districts, but rather part of a
rogram within a traditional school district, the antidis-
rimination focus of Section 504 and the ADA intersect with
the IDEA to form a legal framework within which the charter
school operates (McKinney 1996).
Administrators of charter schools need to
understand that if federal funding for special education is
allocated, then they are legally required to provide special
education services. It then becomes the responsibility of
the administrators of charter schools to make sure that
special education programs are provided.
This study sought to determine if academic,
behavioral, physical, and social accommodations influence
the attitudes of charter school administrators toward the
inclusion of special needs students.
Significance of the Study
Little to no research exists on the types of
special education programs and practices charter schools
offer for students with special educational needs. This
study will add to the existing body of knowledge by
examining factors which influence the attitudes of charter
school administrators toward inclusion of children with
special needs. Implications from this study will be
utilized to determine if the attitudes of charter school
administrators determine the extent to which inclusion is
provided within charter schools settings. This study could
ncourage charter schools to become more inclusive of the
ipecial needs population and to continue to meet the
sxpectations that are characteristic of charter schools.
Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study were:
1. Is there a difference between the attitudes
oward inclusion of charter school administrators who have
r have not implemented inclusive classroom settings?
2. Is there a difference between the attitudes
oward inclusion of charter school administrators who have
r have not made social accommodations for students with
pecial needs?
3. Is there a difference between the attitudes
oward inclusion of charter school administrators who have
r have not made behavioral accommodations for students with
pecial needs?
4. Is there a difference between the attitudes
oward inclusion of charter school administrators who have
r have not made physical accommodations for students with
pecial needs?
5. Is there a difference between the attitudes
oward inclusion of charter school administrators who have




This chapter has presented information about the
concept of charter schools and the developmental history of
the charter school concept. A review of laws which govern
special education and students with disabilities has also
been discussed. There was a general overview of why excep
tional programs are needed, as well as the need for special
education programs in charter school settings. A brief
summary of why this is important for administrators of
harter schools was provided.
Chapter II presents a review of the literature with
regard to the national movement of charter schools, the
oackground of charter schools in Georgia, charter school
legislation in Georgia, the legislative history of special
ducation, and special education in charter schools.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
Chapter II specifically discusses the national
charter school movement, background of charter schools in
the state of Georgia, legislative history of special
education, and special education in charter schools. The
major focus of this chapter is to determine to what extent
special education programs and services are provided within
charter school settings.
The National Movement Regarding
Charter Schools
As outlined in Chapter I, the charter school move
ment is one of the most dynamic educational reform initia
tives of the 1990s. Minnesota has been a leader in the
charter school movement, passing the first legislation
allowing for legally and financially independent public
schools in 1991. The first charter schools in the country
opened in Minnesota in 1992. Minnesota's charter school
legislation allows teachers, parents, and community members
with innovative ideas for improving learning to form and
operate an independent charter school (Center for Applied
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esearch and Educational Improvement 1997) . There are 481
harter schools that have been identified in sixteen states
nd the District of Columbia, serving over 105,000 students
uring the 1996-97 school year (Center for Education Reform
996). Nationwide, lawmakers have shown increasing willing-
ess to waive even more regulations for charter schools,
aise the number of charters allowed, and loosen the appeals
rocess to make it easier to get the new schools started
Johnston 1996) .
According to Johnston (1996), there is a powerful
inority who are squarely against this movement for compe-
ition and bottom-up reform. Education officials feel that
hey are in competition with charter schools for funding,
harter schools pose no threat to public schools or public
chooi funding; they are themselves public schools. Critics
f charter schools contend that they lack accountability
Johnston 1996) . Many state charter laws are strong on
heory when it comes to accountability. They acknowledge a
rade-off of rules and compliance for results. Typically,
hey establish three general criteria for holding charter
chools publicly accountable (Johnston 1996): (1) reason-
ble progress on meeting each school's own goals for its
tudents, (2) standards of fiscal management concerning the
roper use of funds, and (3) general integrity and avoidance
f scandal (Center for Applied Research and Educational
mprovement 1997).
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Every charter school must sign a performance
ontract with the state that requires them to meet the
standards they have proposed; if they do not meet these
achievement levels, their charter is simply revoked (Center
for Education Reform 1995). If they are not fiscally sound,
they are shut down. If they violate any civil, safety, or
lealth codes, they are put out of business. Many laws
trequire charter schools to produce an annual report for the
state, their students1 families, and the general public.
Most also mandate some sort of statewide evaluation of the
affects of the charter school legislation. That is more
.accountability than is either required of or visited upon
traditional public schools (Center for Education Reform
1995) .
Harsh sources of opposition to charter schools come
::rom the educational establishment and its leaders. In some
cases, local school boards or superintendents actually fear
that successful charter schools will make their own efforts
!.ook weak by comparison and are unwilling to relinquish
control of their district domain (Center for Education
Reform 1995) .
Background of Charter Schools in Georgia
In 1992, Georgia Governor Zell Miller proposed an
education reform initiative package which included a charter
school initiative. On April 19, 1993, the governor signed
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enate Bill 73, creating a Council for School Performance,
nd Senate Bill 74, creating charter schools. The council
reated by Senate Bill 73 was responsible for evaluating and
iublishing reports on the progress of Georgia's schools,
enate Bill 74 provided for an unspecified number of charter
chools that would operate under renewable three-year con-
racts with the local school system and the State Board of
Iducation. Only existing public schools are eligible to
apply for a charter (American Legislative Exchange Council
1995) .
On March 14, 1995, Amendment 19 passed the legis
lature with the backing of Governor Miller. The amendment
simplified the restrictions on forming and renewing a
charter school by changing the teacher support requirement
from a two-thirds vote to a simple majority vote. In
addition, the charter school law was amended to extend the
period of the charter from three years to five years.
Sovernor Miller was able to include $5,000 grants to assist
:harter schools that can be formed within the state or
listrict. The law allows only existing public schools to
convert to charter schools and forbids open enrollment. In
iddition, the state school board can revoke the charter at
my time if it feels that the school fails to fulfill the








In 1993, Glenn Delk, president of Georgia Parents
flor Better Education, rediscovered a 1961 law that provided
education grants to help white families avoid desegregated
public schools. Later, minority parents and children used
the same law to obtain school choice. The 1961 law provided
educational grants for students to attend the public or
private school of their choice. State officials have deemed
the law "unusable," but strong public interest encouraged
jt. Governor Pierre Howard, a Democrat, to call for special
pablic hearings before the Senate Education Committee. In
1394, the Southeastern Legal Foundation took up the cause on
bshalf of some of Georgia's poorest families, attempting to
g=t the state and its local school districts to enforce the
law with a tuition voucher statute for children in kinder-
garden through twelfth grade (American Legislative Exchange
cbuncil 1995) .
In 1992, the Georgia Public Policy Foundation
itablished a private voucher program for low-income
udents in Atlanta. The foundation is a research organ-
:ation that focuses on state issues and strongly supports
education reform, including school choice. The voucher
program gives low-income parents up to $3,000 to pay for
half of their child's tuition at any private school.
holarships are distributed through the Children's Educa-
on Foundation, which was established to administer the new
ogram (American Legislative Exchange Council 1995).
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New (1996) examined how two Georgia charter schools
rrived at the decision to apply for a charter, why the
decision was made, who was involved, and what obstacles and
successes occurred. The methodology involved a qualitative
esearch process of asking questions of state department of
Education officials, school leaders, teachers, and parents.
The results suggested that charter legislation in Georgia is
weak, but the schools researched were able to accomplish the
limited vision. People are the keys to reform and change,
and the principal is the major player. Change is nonlinear,
and a critical mass of "believers" is essential for success
in the reform or change process (New 1996).
In summary, New (1996) found that there are four
valid assumptions that can be made, stronger charter laws
create stronger schools with the core characteristics of
charter schools, and both schools studied had the components
for change when examined in the context of Fullan's (1991,
1993, 1996; cited in New 1996) change model. Finally,
before beginning a charter endeavor, one should realize that
change is nonlinear and should review other charter applica
tions and talk with people who have been involved (New
1996) .
Georgia's legislative history of charter schools
mentioned nothing about special education services and
programs since its inception. Hopefully, during the next
legislative session information will be forthcoming that
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ill include provisions for special education services since
he reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities
ducation Act (IDEA).
There are 1,270,948 students in public elementary
nd secondary schools in Georgia. The state of Georgia
pends approximately $4,595 per pupil, and the pupil/teacher
atio is 16.4 to 1 (Center for Education Reform 1997).
Presently, in the state of Georgia there are
wenty-one schools that have been designated as charter
chools. Any Georgia public school may apply for charter
chool status. In Georgia, only existing public schools may
ecome charter schools, whereas the charter school laws of
ome other states permit the development of new, legally
utonomous charter public schools. A Georgia school's
harter may be approved initially for a period of five
ears, and subsequent approvals may not exceed five years
er approval.
The purpose of the charter school program is to
reate a school-based program intended to provide flex-
bility to public schools in designing programs to improve
tudent learning and in meeting local, state, and national
ducation goals. The national goals are the six broad
merica 2000 education goals statements that resulted from
he National Education Summit held in Charlottesville,
irginia, in February of 1990 (National Education Goals
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990). The state education goals are those competencies
ontained in Georgia's State Board of Education Rule
60-4-2-.01, Student Competencies Required by the Quality
asic Education (QBE) Act.
All applications for charter status are reviewed by
Charter Schools Committee appointed by the state
uperintendent of schools. The committee makes
ecommendations regarding applications to the state board.
he state board makes final decisions regarding approval of
he applications.
Each school must submit an annual report to the
tate Board of Education. The report must also be made
vailable to parents, the community, and the local board of
ducation. It must describe progress made by the school in
he previous year in meeting its goals and objectives and
propose modifications based on information from the previous
ear's implementation and evaluation.
If the State Board of Education determines, based
ubon these reports and other evidence, that a school's
=rformance is not consistent with its approved charter,
tie state board may terminate the charter and require the
:atutes and state and local board of education rules,
policies, and regulations. A listing of charter schools in
the state of Georgia is included in the appendices.
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Legislative History of Special Education
From 1817 to 1850, the eastern part of the U.S. was
n area of great activity on behalf of handicapped children,
chools for the blind, deaf, and mentally retarded appeared
during this time. In 1829, the Massachusetts School for the
Iilind and the Perkins Institute were established. In 1832,
he New York Institute for the Education of the Blind was
ormed. During this time, residential or boarding schools
came into being as a significant American institution for
the mentally retarded, blind, and deaf. These schools were
ormally located in rural areas, which made it extremely
difficult for the parents of these children to visit them.
Between 1850 and 1920, nineteen state schools for
the blind were established; the deaf were housed there as
ell. Around 1872, ten more schools for the blind and deaf
ere added. At this particular time, the deaf and blind
ere the only classes of handicapped that society felt it
eded to make provisions for; however, society wished to
reate a more positive attitude on the part of the public
tDward handicapped persons. The thrust moved toward the
tablishment of day schools for exceptional children.
World War I and World War II had a great impact on
the attitudes of people toward disabilities. The wars had
both direct and indirect effects on the education of excep-
Lonal children. Men had to be determined fit or unfit to
srve in the armed forces. Many of these men were perceived
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s "normal" citizens before induction. Many of them were
ejected because of minor or nonvisibie physical disabil-
ties. At this time, a person with a physical disability
as accepted as psychologically normal. Secondly, these
ars were primarily maiming wars, not killing wars. Even
hen men returned to their communities now physically
isabled, they were still viewed by their peers as normal,
'his meant physical disabilities were more acceptable in a
tuch more favorable light.
There were many factors that influenced the atti-
ude of the society at the time. Parent attitudes created a
ociety of nonacceptance toward the handicapped child and
oward his or her parents. The parent's main reaction was
ne of protection, shelter, and rejection, particularly
oward epileptic, educable, and trainable retarded citizens,
arents did very little to better the educational situation
or their children at the time.
From 1930 to 1940, there was a trend to increase
lasses in public day school education for exceptional
hildren was abolished. This trend was influenced by three
.ajor contributing factors: the Depression, the special
ducation movement, and professional progressive educators.
he Depression, with its restricted budgets, curtailed
mportant educational developments. The special education
ovement had not adequately prepared teachers. Even special
ducation personnel knew very little about their work. This
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act, along with the Depression, resulted in the reduction
f many special education programs. The professional pro-
ressive educators were lay people in the community who
elieved that any good teacher can teach any child or group
f children. This careless urge of unplanned heterogeneous
rouping stimulated the abolition of many special classes
ith the subsequent reassignment of exceptional children,
articularly the mentally retarded, into regular classes.
During this time period, the New York State
erebral Palsy Association was formed. It was the first to
e organized by parents in a large way. Professionals
eveloped feelings of mistrust and opposition because they
ad little experience in working with parents of children
ith cerebral palsy. Parents raised money for research and
enters. Parents stimulated government legislation,
arents and professionals began to work together in formu-
ating long-term objectives and short-term goals for
ndividual children. Today, the national parent group is
ailed the United Cerebral Palsy Agency, Inc.
The New York State Association for the Help of
etarded Citizens led to another national organization known
s the National Association for Retarded Citizens (NARC).
his organization greatly influenced state legislation.
ARC is a large national program of research in mental
etardation, initiated by Congress and placed under the U.S.
c
epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare in 1956. This
rganization was also the result of parental influence.
In 1958, Public Law 85-926 (P.L. 85-926) and its
.mendments in P.L. 88-164 and through P.L. 87-276 (1963)
eveloped programs of teacher education, research, leader-
hip preparation, facilities, grants for demonstration
enters and clinical facilities, and grants for new program
evelopment made to colleges and universities in the United
tates. This federal legislation (P.L. 88-164) was the
ingle most significant incident in the total history of
pecial education in this country; it had significant
nfluence in establishing a climate for consideration in the
ongress. During the early 1960s, another parent group
ormed the National Association for Children with Learning
isabilities. The term "learning disability" was selected
o identify this heterogeneous group of children. In 1965,
here was a movement to retain exceptional children in the
egular class, often to the disadvantage of the child,
ecause regular education teachers were generally unprepared
o accept these children psychologically or educationally.
The residential schools were supported by state
overnment, while public school programs were supported by
ees and state subsidies. It can be concluded from the
istory discussed that parents and parent groups are vital
nd important forces in the community which are in a
osition to assist realistically and appropriately in the
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stablishment of good public school programs and improve
hose already in operation.
Historically, although public schools have had
esponsibiiity for the education of all children,
andicapped children have been legally excluded from public
upported education. There was a consensus among enlight
ened people regarding special education that reflected
everal factors in American life at the time. It was a
eflection of the democratic concept that equality of
opportunity should be provided to everyone, regardless of
eligion, race, or social standing. It is the birthright of
11 exceptional children and is well ensured in the Four-
eenth Amendment of the United States Constitution and the
Civil Rights legislation. Cruickshank and Johnson (1975)
pointed out that special education is a reflection of
Dciety's concern for the "good life." This embodies the
Dpe that every individual will, through education, parti-
ipate fully in the social, religious, aesthetic, and
rientific aspects of his or her culture to the limits of
is or her capacity.
Several states repealed their compulsory attendance
iws after the Supreme Court desegregation decision. When
:>ecific statutes did not specify the exact physical or
;ntal condition whereby a child could be excluded, the
3urts allowed school officials to exclude children who, in
leir opinion, took too much of the teachers' time, impaired
24
he efficient operation of the school, or interfered with
he right of other children to receive an education.
ecause there is no mention of education in the United
tates Constitution, education is the responsibility of the
tates. The Supreme Court, in Brown v. Board of Education,
tated:
Today, education is perhaps the most important
function of state and local governments. Compulsory
school attendance laws and the great expenditures
for education both demonstrate our recognition of
the importance of education to our democratic
society. It is required in the performance of our
most basic public responsibilities, even service in
the armed forces. It is the very foundation of good
citizenship. Today, it is a principal instrument in
awakening the child to cultural values, in preparing
him for later professional training, and in helping
him to adjust normally to his environment. In these
days, it is doubtful that any child is denied the
opportunity of an education (347 U.S. 483, 493
[1954]) .
In 1969, Judge D. Frank Wilkens of Utah directed
imilar comments specifically to the education of the handi
capped. He said:
Education . . . is a fundamental and inalienable
right and must be so if the rights guaranteed to an
individual under Utah's constitution and the United
States Constitution are to have any real meaning.
Education enables the individual to exercise those
rights guaranteed him by the Constitution of the
United States of America (Civ. No. 182646 1969).
Therefore, it can be concluded that the United
tates Constitution does, indeed, affect education. The
gual Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the
Dnstitution was being used during this time period in the
rate and federal courts as the basis for challenging the
xclusion of any children from public supported educational
ervices. If a child is excluded for any reason, then that
hild is entitled to all the due process safeguards of the
United States Constitution which included, among other
things, a hearing at which the school authorities must show
c:ause why this child should not be educated (Cruickshank and
ohnson 1975) .
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handi-
apped Children Act of 1975, was an initial attempt through
ederal government intervention to provide a more equitable
educational opportunity for all handicapped children.
undamentally, P.L. 94-142 was intended to assure that all
handicapped children, age three to twenty-one, would receive
free, appropriate public education in the least restric-
ive environment possible. According to P. L. 94-142, the
em "handicapped children" meant
those children evaluated as being deaf-blind, hard
of hearing, mentally retarded, muiti handicapped,
orthopedically impaired, other health impaired,
seriously emotionally disturbed, specific learning
disability, speech impaired and visually impaired,
who, because of these impairments, need special
education and related services.
The most notable point of the legislation is the
trlandate that a written Individualized Education Plan (IEP)
_ist be developed for each handicapped child and must be
^viewed annually. This document is intended to monitor
rograms throughout the delivery of services (Turnbull and
^hultz 1979) .
P. L. 98-199 was an amendment to ?.L. 94-149 in
983 which emphasized planning for transitional services for
econdary students and authorized parent training and infor-
ation centers. In 1986, P.L. 99-457 was another amendment
hich extended the provisions to children age three to five
nd created a discretionary early intervention program for
hildren age two and younger. In 1990-1991, Congress
hanged the name of the Education of All Handicapped
hildren Act to the Individuals with Disabilities Education
ct (P.L. 101-476 and P.L. 102-119 or IDEA). The IDEA
xpanded the definition of disabilities (formerly called
andicaps) to include autism and traumatic brain injury and
dded new related services: therapeutic recreation, assis-
ive technology, social work, and rehabilitation counseling.
In 1994, Congress began considering recommendations
or the IDEA'S reauthorization in 1995, including a provi-
ion that specifically addressed the inclusion of disabled
tudents in regular classes; however, no charter school
egislation was introduced during the 1996 legislative
ession. On June 4, 1997, the IDEA reauthorization was
igned into law. The IDEA reauthorization outlined new
olicy concerning eligibility, evaluation, and reevaluation
f students with disabilities, to take effect immediately,
he IDEA reauthorization emphasized parent involvement,
lexibility, improved outcomes, and access to general








hich were reflected in che law's stipulations concerning
evaluation procedures.
Special Education in Charter Schools
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
pjrovides funding to charter schools in the same manner it
provides funding to other public schools and serves children
with disabilities in charter schools in the same manner it
serves children in other public schools (613 (a) (5)) (Office
of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 1997).
Research indicates that the reason why special education
services are not specified in charter schools is the lack of
funding. Grunat (1977) indicated the funding responsibil
ities for special education services are murky and confusing
in some states, again depending on the legislation. In
states where charter schools are not considered legally
ndependent from local school district jurisdiction, the
responsibility for meeting the federal special education
gquirements and identifying students for special education
srvices becomes unclear.
The current research seeks to find out to what
ebctent students with disabilities are served by charter
^hools. Schnaiberg (1997) found that some charter school
aws specifically address students with disabilities, and
^hers do not. Some include general statements that call
schools to obey federal and state special education and
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Antidiscrimination rules. However, in practice, things can
cret messy really fast. Most state special education regula-
icns stipulate that children with disabilities are to be
t
G
aught by certified teachers with an educational background
if special education certification. Yet, states such as
.rizona and Michigan allow charter schools to hire uncerti-
ied teachers.
In some states, charter schools are autonomous
ntities, essentially functioning as their own school
district. That distinction is often critical in figuring
ut what charter schools are responsible for under special
ducation rules (Schnaiberg 1997). Two problems emerge:
1) many charter schools are unfamiliar with the special
ducation funding process, and (2) they are not prepared to
rovide the assessments and services needed.
Summary
This chapter has discussed a detailed overview of
he national charter school movement, charter schools in
eorgia, legislative history of special education, and
pecial education in charter schools. The national charter
chool movement showed how rapidly charter schools have
rown across the United States and the impact charter
chools have on school reform. Charter schools in Georgia
v*ere politically endorsed by the governor and carried out
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through the legislative body. The history of special educa
tion provided a detailed timeline of events in educational
history up to where special education programs and services
are today. The area of special education programs and
services within charter schools was sketchy. With all of
the federal and state guidelines in place to assure that
students with disabilities are provided a free and appro
priate public education and with the national charter school
movement as one of the country's largest reforms of its
time, there is no logical reason why special education
services are not being provided in all charter schools.
This study sought to define the extent to which special
education services are provided in charter school settings.
Chapter III discusses the theoretical framework for
tinis study. The definitions of terms and variables are pre
sented and discussed in detail. The null hypotheses and





The purpose of this study was to determine if
ubademic, behavioral, physical, and social accommodations
influenced the attitudes of charter school administrators
toward inclusion of special needs students. Chapter III
discusses the theoretical framework for this study. The
lofinitions of terms and variables are presented and
discussed in detail. The null hypotheses and limitations of
the study are stated.
In the past five years, charter schools have
emerged all across the United States in response to wide
spread demands for better public education. During the past
2ven years, a national movement has evolved to include
:udents with special educational needs in the general
education classroom.
In 1975, P.L. 94-142, the Education of the
Handicapped Act, was passed to ensure that children with
disabilities would receive a free, appropriate public
education which would meet their unique needs. During
the 1990s, P.L. 94-142 was renamed the Individuals with







cifies that a student's placement in the general
ucation classroom is the first option the Individualized
ucation Plan (IEP) team must consider.
With the trend of including students with special
ids in the general education environment, there is
:reasing concern about the attitudes administrators have
garding inclusion. The administrators' attitudes will
termine the success or failure of the inclusion model in
arter school settings.
Previous studies have shown that intervening
riables such as age, gender, level of education, years of
aching experience, and special education background may-
feet administrators' attitudes. Research further suggests
at the administrators' attitudes can influence the success
failure of instructional programs within the school.
iwever, this study charts untested ground by examining the
ilationship between charter school administrators' atti-
des toward inclusion and the success of the inclusion
idel.
Definition of Terms
The definitions which follow clarify the way in
.ich certain terms were used in this study.
Perception: The mental process used to select,
ganize, and evaluate stimuli from the external environment
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o mold into meaningful experience (Hersey and Blanchard
977) .
Attitude: The concern or orientation, a feeling or
n emotion toward something (Hersey and Blanchard 1977).
Inclusion: The practice of providing a child with
isabilities with his or her education within the general
ducation classroom, with the support and accommodations
eeded by that student, as defined by the National Infor
mation Center for Children and Youth with Disabilities
1993, 1995) .
Charter school: A public school not bound by state
education codes in curriculum, personnel rules, district
cheduling requirements, or financial administration rules,
s defined by Jeanne Allen (1996), President of the Center
or Education Reform in Washington, D.C.
Academic accommodations: Wilczenski (1995) defined
cademic accommodations as pertaining to the placement of
tudents with learning problems in regular classes; an
ample would be placement in regular classes of students
lose academic achievement is two of more years below the
:her students in the grade.
Behavioral accommodations: Wilczenski (1995)
5fined behavioral accommodations as the placement of
:udents manifesting behavioral problems in regular classes;
example would be placement of students who are physically
jgressive toward their peers in regular classes.
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Physical accommodations: Wilczenski (1995) defined
-hysical accommodations as the placement of students with
hysical or sensory disabilities who cannot move without
elp from others in regular classes.
Social accommodations: Wilczenski (1995) defined
ocial accommodations as the placement of students with
ocial difficulties who are shy and withdrawn in regular
lasses.
Definition of Variables
The hypothesized relationship among the variables
s illustrated in figure l. The independent variables were
dministrators■ attitudes toward inclusion; the dependent
ariables were academic, behavioral, physical, and social
ccommodations; and the intervening variables were
dministrators1 age, gender, education, experience, and
background.
^dependent Variables
The independent variable, defined by Wiersma
L995), affects the dependent variable and is used to
Lassify individuals. The independent variables in this
:udy are (1) attitudes toward inclusion of charter school
iministrators who have implemented inclusive classroom











Attitudes toward inclusion of
charter school administrators























Fig. 1. Relationship of the Variables
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chool administrators who have not implemented inclusive
iassroom settings.
ntervening Variables
The intervening variables, as defined by Wiersma
1995), are variables whose existence is inferred but cannot
e manipulated or measured. The intervening variables in
his study are administrators' age, gender, level of educa-
ion, years of teaching experience, years of administrative
cperience, and special education background.
spendent Variables
w
The dependent variables, as defined by Wiersma
L995), are variables that are measured, such as science and
:hievement. The dependent variables in this study are
cial accommodations, physical accommodations, academic
:commodations, and behavioral accommodations, as defined by
Llczenski (1993). Social accommodations (or social inte-
ration) refer to the placement of students with social
fficulties in regular classes. Physical accommodations
)r physical integration) refer to the placement of students
th physical or sensory disabilities in regular classes.
:ademic accommodations (or academic integration) refer to
placement of students with learning problems in regular
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classes. Behavioral accommodations or behavioral integra-
ion) refer to the placement of students manifesting
ehavior problems in regular classes.
Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses were developed for
t|his study.
Hypothesis l. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators who have and have not implemented inclusive class
room settings with academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference
stween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
m settings with behavioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference
3<;tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
)om settings with physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference
itween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
>om settings with social accommodations.
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference
itween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by age and academic accommodations.
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Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by age and behavioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by age and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
itrators by age and social accommodations.
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference
itween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by total age groups.
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference
itween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by educational level and academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by educational level and behavioral accommoda-
ons.
Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by educational level and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 13. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by educational level and social accommodations.
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Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by total educational level.
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by gender and academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by gender and behavioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by gender and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by gender and social accommodations.
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by total gender for both groups.
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference
stween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of teaching experience and academic
:commodations.
Hypothesis 21. There is no significant difference
5tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of teaching experience and behavioral
:commodations.
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Hypothesis 22. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of teaching experience and physical
ccommodations.
Hypothesis 23. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of teaching experience and social
ccommodations.
Hypothesis 24. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by total years of teaching experience.
Hypothesis 25. There is no significant difference
=tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of administrative experience and academic
ccommodations.
Hypothesis 26. There is no significant difference
stween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by years of administrative experience and
;havioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 27. There is no significant difference
stween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by years of administrative experience and physical
commodations.
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Hypothesis 28. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of administrative experience and social
ccommodations.
Hypothesis 29. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by total years of administrative experience.
Hypothesis 30. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by the number of special education classes cora-
leted and academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 31. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by the number of special education classes com-
Leted and behavioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 32. There is no significant difference
=tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by the number of special education classes com-
Leted and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 33. There is no significant difference
stween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by the number of special education classes com-
Leted and social accommodations.
Hypothesis 34. There is no significant difference
stween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school
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dministrators by the total number of special education
lasses completed.
Limitations of the Study
Inclusion is not enforced within the federal guide-
ines as a means of providing academic instruction to the
tudent with special needs. Most states do not have the
ame guidelines when referring to the topic. Research shows
hat there is no curriculum which serves as a model for a
uccessful inclusion program. There are many ways to define
nclusion; however, the term does not actually appear in the
ederal law.
A review of the literature indicated that waivers
re allowed when charter schools choose alternative manage
ment structures without a traditional principal. These
Iternative management structures may be composed of
parents, teachers, and business or community leaders.
This study investigated the effects administrators'
ttitudes have on the success or failure of inclusion within
charter school settings. There might have been other fac-
tprs that affected administrative resistance.
Summary
This chapter has provided the theoretical framework
the study. The independent and dependent variables and
n
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erms were defined. The null hypotheses were also stated,
imitations of the study were discussed.
Chapter IV discusses the research design and
ethodology. A description is given of the setting, the
sampling procedures, and the instrument used in the study.




RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to determine if
ademic, behavioral, physical, and social accommodations
lfluenced the attitudes of charter school administrators
ward inclusion of special needs students. Chapter IV
scusses the research design and methodology. A descrip-
on is given of the setting, the sampling procedures, and
e instrument used in the study. Data collection and
atistical applications are also discussed.
Description of the Setting
A computerized random sample of charter schools was
ed in this study. Of the 481 charter schools, 10 percent
the total population was randomly selected. Based on
;lf-reports from charter schools, 7.4 percent of students
irolled in charter schools that were in operation by
muary of 1997 had received special education services
ior to being enrolled; this compares to the 10.7 percent
all students nationally who received services under the







National comparisons can be misleading. According
to the First Year Report (U.S. Department of Education
97), ten charter states of the total surveyed differed in
e statewide average proportion of students with disabil
ities served under the IDEA. As table 1 shows, charter
schools in all states except Minnesota and Wisconsin serve a
lcwer percentage of students with disabilities than did all
public schools. In Minnesota and Wisconsin, charter schools
roll a larger percentage of students with disabilities
than do other public schools. Minnesota's charter schools
roll 18.5 percent special education students, compared to
6 percent in the other public schools; the corresponding
percentages in Wisconsin are 12.2 percent in the charter
schools and 9.9 percent in the state's other public schools
.S. Department of Education 1997) .
This information only includes averages for all
public schools in the state. These comparisons should be
considered as only a broad indication of the extent to which
charter schools are serving students with disabilities as
compared to other public schools. Although the average
rcentage of students with disabilities served by charter
hools is about 7 percent, individual charter schools vary
iely in terms of the percentage of their students who had
ceived special education services prior to enrolling at
a charter school (U.S. Department of Education 1997).
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Lble 1.--Estimated Percentage of Students with Disabilities
Charter Schools, 1995-96, and All Schools in the Ten
Charter States, 1994-95
ate
Percentage of Students with Disabilities
































A representative sample was randomly selected by
imputer from the total of 481 charter schools across the
lited States. The computer selected forty-eight or 10
jrcent of the total charter school population. All schools
mdomly selected were elementary charter schools serving a
;udent population from grades K-6.
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Description of the Instrument
This study used one major instrument, the Attitude
Tioward Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES) . The ATIES records
positive and negative attitudes toward integrating children
w|ith various disabilities into regular classes (Wilczenski
92a) . The conceptual framework for this scale draws upon
the work of Berryman (1988, 1989) concerning the measurement
attitudes toward mainstreaming. The demographic informa-
ion requested included administrators' age, gender, educa-
ional level, number of years of teaching experience, number
f years of administrative experience, and number of special
eiucation courses completed. Included with the demographic
information was the question, "Is inclusion practiced within
our charter school?"
The ATIES has sixteen items describing social,
physical, academic, and behavioral problems that may
iversely affect functioning in the classroom. Items were
itten to address each of the four categories of accommoda-
Lons; after pilot testing, four statements pertaining to
e.ich category were retained in the final form of the scale
Wilczenski 1992b). This analysis is reliable because atti
tude measures are not scale dependent and valid because item
.fficulty indexes are not sample dependent (see Hambleton
and Swaminathan 1985, Wright and Stone 1979). The results
" this study have immediate application in studies of




wliose scoring is not dependent en local data, and attitudes
ward inclusive education can be established based on these
scaling results (Wilczenski 1995).
Data Collection
The forty-eight schools randomly selected for the
study were from twenty-five charter states. The selected
group included administrators from elementary charter
schools. The survey packets distributed contained cover
tters to the administrators, the instrument, and a
amped, self-addressed return envelope.
Statistical Applications
Because this study would determine differences
two groups, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used.
The probability level of .05 was used to test each null
hypothesis for acceptance or rejection. The general
tionale for the use of ANOVA is that the total variance of
all subjects in an experiment can be subdivided into two
urces, variance between groups and variance within groups.
OVA tests the difference between two or more means and can
used in almost any situation. Descriptive statistics
re also used to describe the demographic data.
48
Summary
This chapter presented the research design, a
scription of the setting, the sampling procedures, a
scription of the instrument, data collection procedures,
d statistical applications used to analyze the data,
apter V provides a statistical analysis of the data for








The purpose of this study was to determine if
academic, behavioral, physical, and social accommodations
.fluenced the attitudes of charter school administrators
tcward inclusion of special needs students. A total of
fcrty-eight surveys were mailed to randomly selected charter
ementary school administrators, and forty-one responses
re received from the following states: Arizona, Califor-
a, Colorado, Georgia, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Tejxas, and Wisconsin.
The independent intervening, and dependent vari-
les were all subjected to analysis of variance (ANOVA).
The demographic data were analyzed by frequency distribution
r respondents in terms of age, gender, educational level,
years of teaching experience, years of administrative
perience, and number of special education courses
mpleted.
As shown in the hypotheses, the independent vari-




scihool administrators who have implemented inclusive class
room settings and those who have not implemented inclusive
classroom settings with respect to the academic, behavioral,
physical, and social accommodations provided.
The intervening and dependent variables were
arialyzed as attitudes toward inclusion of charter school
aoministrators by age, gender, educational level, years of
teaching experience, years of administrative experience,
ar.d number of special education courses completed with
respect to academic, behavioral, physical, and social
aqcommodations.
The research questions were answered in terms of
aralysis of data for the null hypotheses presented.
Significant differences of respondents in terms of indepen
dent and dependent variables were determined using analysis
variance (ANOVA).
Demographic Data
Demographic data revealed that all of the
administrators who responded were traditional elementary
principals with educational backgrounds in teaching and
administration. Most of the administrators were females
with specialist degrees in various fields of education.
Most of the respondents were between the ages of 41 and 50,
had 20+ years of teaching experience, and had 0-5 years of
administrative experience. Most of the charter schools
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surveyed (66 percent) had inclusive classrooms in place
within the charter school setting.
Table 2 illustrates the distribution of respondents
bjy age group. Group 1 ages ranged from 21 to 30, Group 2
ages ranged from 31 to 40, Group 3 ages ranged from 41 to
0, and Group 4 ages ranged from 51 to 60.
Table 2.--Respondents' Demographic Data by Age Group
Group Age Frequency Percentage
1 21-30 3 7%
2 31-40 7 17%
3 41-50 19 46%
4 51-60 12 29%
Tbtal 41 100%
Table 2 shows that 7 percent of the administrators
02: charter schools were between the ages of 21 and 30, 17
percent were between the ages of 31 and 40, 46 percent were
between the ages of 41 and 50, and 2 9 percent were between
the ages of 51 and 60. The largest percentage of adminis
trators of charter schools (46 percent) were in the 41-50
acre group.
Table 3 illustrates the frequency and percentage of
respondents by gender. Table 3 shows that 25 of the 41
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ble 3.--Respondents' Demographic Data by Gender




administrators (61 percent) of charter schools responding to
the survey were female, and 16 (39 percent) were male.
Table 4 illustrates the frequency and percentage of
respondents by educational level. Six administrators of
charter schools (15 percent) held bachelor's degrees, nine
held master's degrees (22 percent), twenty (49 percent) held
specialist degrees, and six (15 percent) held doctorate
degrees. The research revealed that the largest group of
ths charter school administrators (49 percent) held special
ist degrees.
Taole 4.--Respondents' Demographic Data by Educational Level
GrDup Educational Level Frequency Percentage
To
Bachelor's degree 6 15%
Master's degree 9 22%
3 Specialist degree 20 49%
1 Ph.D./Ed.D. degree 6 15%
;al 41 100%
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Table 5 illustrates the frequency and percentage of
espondents by years of teaching experience. Table 5 shows
the greatest number of administrators of charter schools had
professional teaching experience of twenty years or more (37
percent).
Table 5.--Respondents' Demographic Data by Years of Teaching
Experience
Group Teaching Experience Frequency Percentage
1 0-5 years 12 29%
2 6-10 years 7 17%
3 11-15 years 6 15%
4 16-20 years 1 24%
20+ years 15 37%
Tdtal 41 100%
Table 6 illustrates the frequency and percentage of
respondents by years of administrative experience. Table 6
shows that 15 of 41 charter school administrator respondents
(3J7 percent) had between 0 and 5 years of administrative
experience, 11 (27 percent) had between 6 and 10 years of
administrative experience, 5 (12 percent) had between 11 and
15
ha
years of administrative experience, and 10 (24 percent)
d more than 20 years of administrative experience. No
respondents reported that they had between 16 and 20 years
of administrative experience.




























Table 7 illustrates the frequency and percentage of
respondents by the number of special education courses they
had completed. Table 7 reveals that 83 percent of the
respondents completed between 0 and 5 special education
cdurses, 5 percent completed between 6 and 10 courses, 7
pejrcent completed between 11 and 15 courses, and 5 percent
ccjmpleted more than 2 0 courses in special education. No
administrators responded that they had completed between 16
an|d 20 special education courses.
Table 8 illustrates the frequency and percentage of
charter school administrators who reported implementing
inclusion and those who did not. Table 8 shows that 2 7 of
41 charter school administrators (66 percent) reported
having inclusion in their schools, and 14 charter school
administrators (34 percent) reported not having inclusion in
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Talble 8. --Distribution of Respondents Reporting Inclusion













their schools. In determining the hypotheses for this
research, it was speculated that there would be little to no
difference between charter school administrators who had




Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
om settings with academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 1 was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
suits are displayed in table 9. The results indicate that
lere is no significant difference at the .05 level between
titude toward inclusion of charter school administrators
o have and have not implemented inclusive classroom set-
ngs with academic accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 1
accepted.
.ble 9.--One-way Analysis of Variance for Charter School





















2.072th Inclusion . .15!
thout Inclusion
tal
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
om settings with behavioral accommodations.
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Hypothesis 2 was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Results are displayed in table 10. The results indicate
that there is no significant difference at the .05 level
'tween attitude toward inclusion of charter school adminis
trators who have and have not implemented inclusive class
room settings with behavioral accommodations. Therefore,
Hypothesis 2 is accepted.
ible 10.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School































Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school
ministrators who have and have not implemented inclusive
assroom settings with physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 3 was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
suits are displayed in table 11. The results indicate
at there is no significant difference at the .05 level
tween attitude toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators who have and have not implemented inclusive
Table 11.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Physical
Accommodations
58
Group n Mean SD F Ratio ;p_
th Inclusion 27 4.7481 0.6963 0.391 .535
thout Inclusion 14 4.5857 0.9461
Total 41 4.6927 0.7824
classroom settings with physical accommodations. Therefore,
ypothesis 3 is accepted.
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators who have and have not implemented inclusive class
room settings with social accommodations.
Hypothesis 4 was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Results are displayed in table 12 . The results indicate
that there is no significant difference at the .05 level
between attitude toward inclusion of charter school admin-
;trators who have and have not implemented inclusive
classroom settings with social accommodations. Therefore,
Hypothesis 4 is accepted.
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by age and academic accommodations.
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.ble 12.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
.ministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Social
Accommodat ions























Table 13 shows the means and standard deviations
r the age groups of the charter school administrators who
sponded to the survey with regard to academic accommoda-
ons.
ible 13.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
[ministrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Age Group and
Academic Accommodations
e Group n Mean SD
-30 3 3.8333 1.0408
-40 7 4.4286 0.7868
-50 19 4.5132 0.9147
-60 12 4.6250 1.0363
tal 41 4.4817 0.9260
This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 14. The results indicate
ere is no significant difference between the attitude
dole 14.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School



























tcward inclusion of charter school administrators by age












Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by age and behavioral accommodations.
Table 15 shows the means and standard deviations
c the age groups of the charter school administrators who
ponded to the survey with regard to behavioral accommoda-
3ns. This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
i results are displayed in table 16. The results indicate
;re is no significant difference between the attitude
/ard inclusion of charter school administrators by age and
lavioral accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 is
:epted.
able 15.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
dministrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Age Group and
Behavioral Accommodations





















able 16.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Age Group and
Behavioral Accommodations
Sum of Mean


















Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by age and physical accommodations.
Table 17 shows the means and standard deviations
r the age groups of the charter school administrators who
sponded to the survey with regard to physical accommoda-
ons.
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able 17.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
dministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Age Group and
Physical Accommodations





















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
The results are displayed in table 18. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
tDward inclusion of charter school administrators by age
id physical accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 7 is
:cepted.
ible 18.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Iministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Age Group and
Physical Accommodations
Sum of Mean
>urce dj. Squares Square F Ratio
w
tween Groups 3 2.188 0.729 1.210 .320
thin Groups 37 22.300 0.603
tai 40 24.488
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Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference
etween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by age and social accommodations.
Table 19 shows the means and standard deviations
flor the age groups of the charter school administrators who
esponded to the survey with regard to social accommoda-
ions.
Table 19.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Age Group and
Social Accommodations
Age Group n Mean SD
1-30 3 4.6667 0.8819
L-40 7 4.9524 0.6506
L-50 19 4.6842 0.7575
L-60 12 4.8611 0.7844
3tal 41 4.7805 0.7364
This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
le results are displayed in table 20. The results indicate
lere is no significant difference between the attitude
ward inclusion of charter school administrators by age
.d social accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 8 is
cepted.
ible 20.--One-way Analysis of Variance for Charter School

























Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by total age groups.
Table 21 shows the means and standard deviations
the total age groups of the charter school administra-
s who responded to the survey.
ale 21.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Total Age
Groups






30 3 3.8167 0.5961
40 7 4.2685 0.5476
50 19 4.2362 0.6429
60 12 4.3257 0.6737
al 41 4.2372 0.6240
ac
Table 22.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School







This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 22. The results indicate
ere is no significant difference between the attitude
ward inclusion of charter school administrators by total




























Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by educational level and academic accommodations.
Table 23 shows the means and standard deviations
c the educational level of the charter school administra-
cs who responded to the survey with regard to academic
:ommodations. This hypothesis was tested using a one-way
)VA. The results are displayed in table 24. The results
indicate there is no significant difference between the
attitude toward inclusion of charter school administrators
educational level and academic accommodations. There
fore, Hypothesis 10 is accepted.
Table 23.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational
Level and Academic Accommodations
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Table 24.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators■ Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational
Level and Academic Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Durce df Squares Square F Ratio
w
5tween Groups 3 1.731 0.577 0.655 .585
Lthin Groups 37 32.568 0.880
tal 40 34.299
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by educational level and behavioral accommoda-
ons.
Table 25 shows the means and standard deviations
r the educational level of the charter school administra-
rs by behavioral accommodations.
Table 25.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
A(
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iministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational
Level and Behavioral Accommodations

























This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 26. The results indicate
ere is no significant difference between the attitude
tcward inclusion of charter school administrators by educa
tional level and behavioral accommodations. Therefore,
pothesis 11 is accepted.
Table 26.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational
Level and Behavioral Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Sobrce dj: Squares Square F Ratio












Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by educational level and physical accommodations.
shows the means and standard deviations
fcr the educational level of the charter school administra
tors by physical accommodations.
Table 2 7.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational
Level and Physical Accommodations





















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Ths results are displayed in table 28. The results indicate
th=re is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by educa-
ti Dnal level and physical accommodations. Therefore,
Hypothesis 12 is accepted.
Hypothesis 13. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators bv educational level and social accommodations.
ible 28.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational































Table 2 9 shows the means and standard deviations
r the educational level of the charter school administra-
rs by social accommodations.
ble 29.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
ministrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational
Level and Social Accommodations






















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
= results are displayed in table 30. The results indicate
2re is no significant difference between the attitude
'able 30.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Educational

























ward inclusion of charter school administrators by educa-
onal level and social accommodations. Therefore, Hypothe-
s 13 is accepted.
Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by total educational level.
Table 31 shows the means and standard deviations
r the total educational level of the charter school
iministrators. This hypothesis was tested using a one-way
OVA. The results are displayed in table 32. The results
dicate there is no significant difference between the
titude toward inclusion of charter school administrators
total educational level. Therefore, Hypothesis 14 is
cepted.
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by gender and academic accommodations.
able 31.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
A ministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Total
Educational Level
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.ble 32.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School





















Table 33 shows the means and standard deviations
for the gender of the charter school administrators by
academic accommodations. This hypothesis was tested using a
on
re
5-way ANOVA. The results are displayed in table 34. The
iults indicate there is no significant difference between
72
Table 33.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Gender and
Academic Accommodations
G =nder n Mean SD
Male 16 4.7188 0.6700
Fomale 25 4.3300 1.0426
Total 41 4.4817 0.9260
.ble 34.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators ■ Attitude Toward Inclusion by Gender and
Academic Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Sdurce d_f Squares Square F Ratio
Between Groups 1 1.474 1.474 1.752 .193
Within Groups 39 32.824 0.842
Total 40 34.299
the attitude toward inclusion of charter school administra
tors by gender and academic accommodations. Therefore,
Hypothesis 15 is accepted.
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference
bettween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by gender and behavioral accommodations.
Table 35 shows the means and standard deviations
foi
behavioral accommodations.
the gender of the charter school administrators by
Table 35.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
dministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Gender and
Behavioral Accommodations
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This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 36. The results indicate
ere is no significant difference between the attitude
ward inclusion of charter school administrators by gender
d behavioral accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 16 is
cepted.
ble 36.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School




























Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference
itween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by gender and physical accommodations.
Table 3 7 shows the means and standard deviations
>r the gender of the charter school administrators by
Lysical accommodations.
.ble 37.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
.ministrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Gender and
Physical Accommodations
















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 38. The results indicate
ere is a significant difference between the attitude
ward inclusion of charter school administrators by gender
and physical accommodations. The mean of male charter
sc
ph
hool administrators toward including students with
ysical disabilities is significantly higher (p = .017)
than the mean of female charter school administrators.
Therefore, Hypothesis 17 is rejected.
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference
be :ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by gender and social accommodations.
Table 38.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School




























ignificant at the .05 level.
Table 3 9 shows the means and standard deviations
fcr the gender of the charter school administrators by
sccial accommodations.
Table 39.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Gender and
Social Accommodations













This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
The; results are displayed in table 40. The results indicate
th«>re is no significant difference between the attitude
tovrard inclusion of charter school administrators by gender
Tc .ble 40.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School



























i social accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 18 is
:epted.
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by total gender for both groups.
Table 41 shows the means and standard deviations
the gender of the charter school administrators for both
•ups.
le 41.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
inistrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Gender for Both
Groups














This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 42. The results indicate
ere is no significant difference between tne attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by gender
for both groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 18 is accepted.
Ta.ble 42.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
















1.686Between Groups 1 .202
Within Groups
Total
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference
be:ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
zrators by years of teaching experience and academic
accommodations.
Table 43 shows the means and standard deviations
fo:: years of teaching experience of the charter school






tested using a one-way ANOVA. The results are displayed
table 44. The results indicate there is no significant
ference between the attitude toward inclusion of charter
iool administrators by years of teaching experience and
demic accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 20 is accepted,
T; ible 43.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Teaching Experience and Academic Accommodations
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Tc .ble 44.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Aqministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
























Hypothesis 21. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of teaching experience and behavioral
accommodations.
Table 45 shows the means and standard deviations
for years of teaching experience of the charter school
administrators by behavioral accommodations.
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Jble 45.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
.ministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Teaching Experience and Behavioral Accommodations





















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
e results are displayed in table 46. The results indicate
ere is a significant difference between the attitude
ward inclusion of charter school administrators by years
teaching experience and behavioral accommodations. A
heffe multiple comparison test showed significant differ-
ce at the .028 level between 0-5 years of teaching experi-
ce and 6-10 years of teaching experience. The Scheffe
ltiple comparison test also showed significant difference
the .041 level between 16-20 years of teaching experience
d 6-10 years of teaching experience. Therefore, Hypothe-
s 21 is rejected.
Hypothesis 22. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
trators by years of teaching experience and physical
commodations.
Table 46.--One-way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of































gnificant at the .05 level.
Table 4 7 shows the means and standard deviations
years of teaching experience of the charter school
.inistrators by physical accommodations.
le 47.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
inistrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Teaching Experience and Physical Accommodations




























This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
results are displayed in table 48. The results indicate
re is no significant difference between the attitude
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Tc.ble 48.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Teaching Experience and Physical Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Scjurce df Squares Square F Ratio













toward inclusion of charter school administrators by years
of teaching experience and physical accommodations. There
fore, Hypothesis 22 is accepted.
Hypothesis 23. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of teaching experience and social
accommodations.
Table 49 shows the means and standard deviations
foij1 years of teaching experience of the charter school
administrators by social accommodations. This hypothesis
was tested using a one-way ANOVA. The results are displayed
in table 50. The results indicate there is no significant
difference between the attitude toward inclusion of charter
school administrators by years of teaching experience and
social accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 23 is
ace spted.
49.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Teaching Experience and Social Accommodations
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Teaching Experience n Mean SD
0-5 years 12 5.0556 0.7499
6-10 years 7 4.5238 0.9400
11-15 years 6 4.5000 0.7226
16-20 years 16 4.7917 0.6191
Total 41 4.7805 0.7364
Taole 50.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of

























Hypothesis 24. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by total years of teaching experience.
Table 51 shows the means and standard deviations
total years of teaching experience of the charter school
ir.istrators .
83
Table 51.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Total Years of
Teaching Experience





















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Tljie results are displayed in table 52. The results indicate
tmere is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by total
years of teaching experience. Therefore, Hypothesis 24 is
aacepted.
Table 52.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School



























Hypothesis 25. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of administrative experience and academic
apcommodations.
Table 5 3 shows the means and standard deviations
for years of administrative experience of the charter school
administrators by academic accommodations.
Table 53.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Administrative Experience and Academic Accommodations
Administrative
















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
The] results are displayed in table 54. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by years
of administrative experience and academic accommodations.
Therefore, Hypothesis 25 is accepted.
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"able 54.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
.dministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Administrative Experience and Academic Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Source df Squares Square F Ratio jo













Hypothesis 26. There is no significant difference
itween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
tratcrs by years of administrative experience and
be|havioral accommodations.
Table 55 shows the means and standard deviations
fob: years of administrative experience of the charter school
administrators by behavioral accommodations.
This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Thfe results are displayed in table 56. The results indicate
thore is no significant difference between the attitude
tovrard inclusion of charter school administrators by years
of administrative experience and behavioral accommodations.
Therefore, Hypothesis 26 is accepted.
Hypothesis 27. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of administrative experience and physical
accommodations.
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liable 55.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
ministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Administrative Experience and Behavioral Accommodations
Iministrative





















Table 56.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of




























Table 57 shows the means and standard deviations
for! years of administrative experience of the charter school
administrators by physical accommodations. This hypothesis
was tested using a one-way ANOVA. The results are displayed
in table 58. The results indicate there is no significant
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Table 57.--Means and Stancard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Administrative Experience and Physical Accommodations
Administrative
















Table 58.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Administrative Experience and Physical Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Soiirce df. Squares Square F Ratio












difference between the attitude toward inclusion of charter
school administrators by years of administrative experience
and physical accommodations. Therefore, Hypothesis 27 is
accepted.
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Hypothesis 28. There is no significant difference
jetween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
strators by years of administrative experience and social
^commodations.
Table 5 9 shows the means and standard deviations
for years of administrative experience of the charter school
administrators by social accommodations.
Table 59.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of
Administrative Experience and Social Accommodations
Administrative





















This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Thej results are displayed in table 60. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by years
of administrative experience and social accommodations.
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 8 is accepted.
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'able 60.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
dministrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Years of


















Hypothesis 29. There is no significant difference
tween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by total years of administrative experience.
Table 61 shows the means and standard deviations
for total years of administrative experience of the charter
school administrators.
Talple 61.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by Total Years of
Administrative Experience
Administrative
Experience n Mean S_D
0-5 years 15 4.0228 0.4017
6-10 years 11 4.1867 0.7701
11-0.5 years 5 4.4667 0.8846
20 + years 10 4.4996 0.5359
Total 41 4.2372 0.6240
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This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
results are displayed in table 62. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by total
years of administrative experience. Therefore, Hypothesis
29 is accepted.
Table 62.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School














Hypothesis 30. There is no significant difference
bettween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by the number of special education classes com
pleted and academic accommodations.
Table 63 shows the means and standard deviations
for! the number of special education courses completed of the
charter school administrators and academic accommodations.
Thi hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA. The
results are displayed in table 64. The results indicate
the::e is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by number
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able 63. ---Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
.ministrators ' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number
Special Education Courses Completed and Academic
Accommodations
Number of Special





















Table 64.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number














of special education courses completed and academic accom
modations. Therefore, Hypothesis 30 is accepted.
Hypothesis 31. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school
92
dministrators by the number of special education classes
ompleted and behavioral accommodations.
Table 65 shows the means and standard deviations
fjor the number of special education courses completed
op the charter school administrators and behavioral
accommodations.
Table 65.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number































This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
The results are displayed in table 66. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by number
of special education courses completed and behavioral accom
modations. Therefore, Hypothesis 31 is accepted.
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Table 66.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number
Special Education Courses Completed and Behavioral
Accommodations
Sum of Mean
Sburce df Squares Square F Ratio













Hypothesis 32. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
;trators by the number of special education classes com-
. 2ted and physical accommodations.
Table 67 shows the means and standard deviations
for the number of special education courses completed of the
charter school administrators and physical accommodations.
This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA. The
res ults are displayed in table 68. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators by number
of special education courses completed and physical accom
modations. Therefore, Hypothesis 32 is accepted.
Hypothesis 33. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by the number of special education classes com-
ple ed and social accommodations.
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Table 67.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number
of Special Education Courses Completed and Physical
Accommodations
'umber of Special





















Table 68.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number



















Table 69 shows the means and standard deviations
for the number of special education courses completed of the
charter school administrators and social accommodations.
'able 69.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number




Education Courses n Mean SD
5 Classes 34 4.7745 0.6998
10 classes 2 4.8333 1.1785
1-15 classes 3 5.1111 1.2620
+ classes 2 4.3333 0.4714
tal 41 4.7805 0.7364
This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
ie results are displayed in table 70. The results indicate
ere is no significant difference between the attitude
ward inclusion of charter school administrators by number
special education courses completed and social accommo-
tions. Therefore, Hypothesis 33 is accepted.
ble 70.--One-way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
ministrators1 Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Number




























Hypothesis 34. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by the total number of special education classes
completed.
Table 71 shows the means and standard deviations
for the total number of special education courses completed
by the charter school administrators.
Table 71.--Means and Standard Deviations for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Total
Number of Special Education Courses Completed
Number of Special
























This hypothesis was tested using a one-way ANOVA.
Tho results are displayed in table 72. The results indicate
there is no significant difference between the attitude
tovard inclusion of charter school administrators and the
total number of special education courses completed.
Therefore, Hypothesis 34 is accepted.
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i.ble 72.--One-Way Analysis of Variance for Charter School
Administrators' Attitude Toward Inclusion by the Total



















The respondents' demographic distribution indicated
that the largest percentage of the elementary charter school
adninistrators who responded to the survey were between the
age;s of 41 and 50 (46 percent) . Sixty-one percent of the
chc rter school administrators were female, and 3 9 percent
were male. The research shows that 49 percent of the
charter school administrators held specialist degrees.
The greatest number of administrators of charter
schools had professional teaching experience of 20 years or
more (37 percent). Only one administrator indicated having
16 to 20 years of teaching experience. Eighty-three percent
of respondents had completed five or fewer classes in
special education Thirty-seven percent of respondents had
fiv<; or fewer years of administrative experience. Sixty-six
percent of the charter school administrators who responded
98
d charter schools with inclusion, and 34 percent had
charter schools without inclusion.
The data showed no significant difference between
thje attitudes of charter school administrators who had and
had not implemented inclusion with academic, behavioral,
physical, and social accommodations. No significant
difference was determined between the attitudes toward
inclusion of charter school administrators by gender and
academic, behavioral, or social accommodations; however,
th<;re was a significant difference found between the atti
tudes toward inclusion of charter school administrators by
gender and physical accommodations. The means indicated
that male charter school administrators agreed to including
students needing physical accommodations, and female charter
school administrators indicated they agreed somewhat to
including students needing physical accommodations. There
fore, that hypothesis was rejected.
No significant differences were found between the
attitudes toward inclusion of charter school administrators
by years of teaching experience and academic, physical, and
social accommodations; however, there was a significant
dif ference between the attitudes toward inclusion of charter
school administrators by years of teaching experience and
behavioral accommodations. No significant differences were
found between the attitudes toward inclusion of charter
school administrators by years of administrative experience
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and academic, behavioral, physical, and social accommoda-
ons. No significant differences were found between the
attitudes toward inclusion of charter school administrators
by the number of special education courses completed and
academic, behavioral, physical, and social accommodations.
Chapter VI discusses the findings, conclusions,









The purpose of this study was to determine if
demic, behavioral, physical, and social accommodations
luence the attitudes of charter school administrators
toward inclusion of special needs students. This chapter is
ynthesis of the research conducted. The first and second
sections report the findings and conclusions of the study.
The third section examines the implications for the inclu
sion model within charter schools as a part of delivery of
services. The fourth section offers recommendations for
ther research and practice. The chapter concludes with a
sumpary.
Findings
Results of this investigation regarding charter
schbol administrators1 attitudes toward inclusion for
students with special needs are discussed in this section.
statistical analysis relative to the research was pre
yed and explained in Chapter V.
The findings in the study were reported based on





charter school administrators. The respondents involved in
the study were asked to complete the demographic information
and the Attitude Toward Inclusive Education Scale (ATIES).
Th results of testing the hypotheses are as follows.
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference
be:ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
ro m settings with academic accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
fo:r these variables. Null Hypothesis 1 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 9 show that charter school
administrators with and without inclusion agree with making
acc.demic accommodations for students with special needs.
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators who have and have not implemented inclusive
clajssroom settings with behavioral accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 2 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 10 show that charter school
administrators with and without inclusion agree with
ing behavioral accommodations for students with special




















Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
i settings with physical accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 3 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 11 show that charter school
inistrators with and without inclusion agree with making
sical accommodations for students with special needs.
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators who have and have not implemented inclusive class-
m settings with social accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 4 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 12 show that charter school
inistrators with and without inclusion agree with making
ial accommodations for students with special needs.
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by age and academic accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 5 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 13 indicate that charter










dents requiring academic accommodations should be served
inclusive classrooms.
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by age and behavioral accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 6 was accepted. The
l scores displayed in table 15 indicate that charter
ool administrators disagree with inclusion by age group
behavioral accommodations, however not significantly.
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by age and physical accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 7 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 17 indicate that charter
school administrators agree with inclusion by age group and
the need for physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference
betveen attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by age and social accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 8 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 19 indicate that charter



















Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by total age groups.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 9 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 21 indicate that charter
.ool administrators agree with inclusion overall by total
groups.
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by educational level and academic accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 10 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 23 indicate that charter
ool administrators agree with inclusion by educational
el and academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by educational level and behavioral accommoda-
tiqns.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 11 was accepted. The
meai scores displayed in table 2 5 indicate that charter
school administrators disagree with inclusion by educational
2l and academic accommodations, however not signifi-
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Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by educational level and physical accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 12 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 27 indicate that charter














■el and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 13. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by educational level and social accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
r these variables. Null Hypothesis 13 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 29 indicate that charter
ool administrators agree with inclusion by educational
el and social accommodations.
Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by total educational level.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 14 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 31 indicate that charter









Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference
be :ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
is rators by gender and academic accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 15 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 33 indicate that both male
and female charter school administrators agree with inclu
sion by gender and social accommodations.
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by gender and behavioral accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 16 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 3 5 indicate that both male
and female charter school administrators disagree with
inclusion by gender and social accommodations, however not
significantly.
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference
leen attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
ators by gender and physical accommodations.
A statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 17 was rejected. The
l scores displayed in table 3 7 indicate that both male
female charter school administrators agree with inclu-


















Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by gender and social accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 18 was accepted. The
.n scores displayed in table 3 9 indicate that both male
female charter school administrators agree with inclu-
m by gender and social accommodations.
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by total gender for both groups.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 19 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 41 indicate that both male
female charter school administrators agree overall with
lusion by gender.
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference
betWeen attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by years of teaching experience and academic
accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 20 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 43 indicate that charter
>ol administrators agree with inclusion by years of





Hypothesis 21. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of teaching experience and behavioral
ac ommodations.
A statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 21 was rejected. The
scores displayed in table 45 indicate that charter
school administrators with 6-10 years of teaching experience
influenced their attitude toward inclusion by with regard to
behavioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 22. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of teaching experience and physical
accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 22 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 47 indicate that charter
schDol administrators agree with inclusion by years of
^hing experience and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 23. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of teaching experience and social
accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 23 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 49 indicate that charter
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scfchocl administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
aiifected by years of teaching experience and social accom
modations .
Hypothesis 24. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by total years of teaching experience.
No statistically significant difference was found
fojr these variables. Null Hypothesis 24 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 51 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
afiected by total years of teaching experience.
Hypothesis 25. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of administrative experience and academic
accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 25 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 53 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
aff ected by years of administrative experience and academic
accommodations.
Hypothesis 26. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of administrative experience and
beh .vioral accommodations.
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No statistically significant difference was found
fdr these variables. Null Hypothesis 26 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 55 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is affected
by years of administrative experience and behavioral
accommodations, however not significantly.
Hypothesis 27. There is no significant difference
bezween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by years of administrative experience and physical
accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
foi these variables. Null Hypothesis 27 was accepted. The
scores displayed in table 57 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
affected by years of administrative experience and physical
accommodations.
Hypothesis 28. There is no significant difference
betlween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school
administrators by years of administrative experience and
social accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 28 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 59 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
affocted by years of administrative experience and social
accommodations.
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Hypothesis 29. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by total years of administrative experience.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 29 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 61 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
affected by total years of administrative experience.
Hypothesis 30. There is no significant difference
bettween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by the number of special education classes com
pleted and academic accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 3 0 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 63 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
affected by the number of special education courses com
pleted and academic accommodations.
Hypothesis 31. There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin
istrators by the number of special education classes com
pleted and behavioral accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
for these variables. Null Hypothesis 31 was accepted. The
mean scores displayed in table 65 indicate that charter
















nificantly affected by the number of special education
urses completed and behavioral accommodations.
Hypothesis 32. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by the number of special education classes com-
ted and physical accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 32 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 67 indicate that charter
ool administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
nificantly affected by the number of special education
rses completed and physical accommodations.
Hypothesis 33. There is no significant difference
ween attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin-
rators by the number of special education classes cora-
ted and social accommodations.
No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 33 was accepted. The
n scores displayed in table 69 indicate that charter
school administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
significantly affected by the number of special education
coujrses completed and social accommodations.
Hypothesis "4 There is no significant difference
between attitudes toward inclusion of charter school admin





















No statistically significant difference was found
these variables. Null Hypothesis 34 was accepted. The
.n scores displayed in table 71 indicate that charter
ool administrators' attitude toward inclusion is not
education courses completed.
Conclusions
This research theorized that charter school admin-
rators' attitudes toward inclusion would have an impact
the types of programs and services charter schools offer
students requiring academic, behavioral, physical, and
social accommodations. Wilczenski's research (1995) showed
t teachers' attitudes toward inclusive education may be
ected to vary based on the academic, behavioral,
ical, or social accommodations that students with
abilities need in order to participate in activities in
regalar classes, regardless of their handicap classifica
tion. She further asserted that teachers would be most
seable to integrating students who required only minor
ssroom accommodations but less agreeable as the demands
accommodations increase. Therefore, Wilczenski (1995)
id that teachers found it easier :o agree with items
iting to social integration, next to agree with physical
igration, then to agree with academic integration, and
it most difficult to agree with items addressing the
in
regular classes.



















egration of students with behavioral problems into
literature in that there were significant differences
ween charter school administrators' attitudes toward
lusive classrooms for students requiring behavioral
ommodations with respect to gender and significant dif-
ences between years of teaching experience and physical
ommodations.
As cited in the review of literature, some charter
ool laws specifically address students with disabilities
others do not. Public schools, including charter
ools, continue to have difficulty serving students with
cial needs and/or disabilities in the least restrictive
ironment, especially those students needing behavioral
ommodations. It can be concluded from the data analysis
t inclusion in the area of behavioral accommodations is
an acceptable practice at this time. However, most of
respondents whose charter schools are presently prac-
ing inclusion have low to no tolerance for students
requiring behavioral accommodations as reported on the
Ltude Toward Inclusive Education Scale.
Imolications
This study has important implications for educa-
;, administrators, and curriculum specialists. As
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concluded in the literature review, the child with special
ne^ds has much to learn from his or her nonhandicapped
peors. Therefore, school becomes an avenue for promoting
social and behavioral awareness for the student with special
ne$ds.
Implications from this study seem to indicate that
inclusion is a feasible practice, but not with regard to the
student with behavioral problems. The overall attitude
toward inclusion of charter school administrators who are
presently practicing inclusion does not seem to be as posi
tive as it should be. If inclusion is to be implemented by
charter schools, then charter school administrators need
more training with regard to the characteristics of students
witi special needs, especially focusing on the students
nee ling behavioral accommodations for classroom success.
Recommendations
As previously stated in the review of the litera
ture, inclusion is not currently an enforced, state-mandated
educational requirement. This researcher suggests using
this; study as a basis for further investigation of the






Inclusion programs that are currently in place
hin charter school settings should be evaluated for the
sibility of replicating the model at other charter school
es. Charter schools that have successful inclusion
programs should serve as facilitators for incorporating
inclusive educational programs into the general curriculum.
Inservice training must be comprehensive and















charter school guidelines. If charter schools are
cticing inclusion, their administrators need ongoing
staff development training in order to provide appropriate
educational services to meet the individual needs of its
sptional population.
Charter school administrators who have previously
sived extensive training in dealing with students who
2 behavioral problems should be used as facilitators,
nistrators should be required to complete a specific
>er of hours in special education coursework so as to be
'ledgeable and capable of providing an appropriate and
essful inclusive education program. The charter school
nistrator should involve all teachers in making inclu-
a success and challenge them to create a positive




















Policy makers, educators, and all other stake-
ders of charter school success should assure that
linistrative training programs provide a vehicle for
linistrators to become aware of the inclusion movement as
ated to all aspects of special education. Local and
te boards of education should include in the charter
.ool guidelines a policy mandate requiring that all
rter schools address inclusion as a part of their teacher
ining and curriculum enrichment. Charter schools should
o be required to discuss in detail how they identify
dents with academic, behavioral, social, or physical
abilities and what services are provided for them within
charter school.
Inclusion should be added to the guidelines for
schools applying for charter school status. Charter schools
cticing inclusion should be held accountable for how
services are delivered to students with Individualized
cation Plans (IEPs) once they enter the charter school,
addition, charter schools should provide information on
charter school application as to how they plan to
ress special education programs and services for students
=ady within charter schools.
Re
Since the Individuals with Disabilities Education
!IDEA) is a federal law, charter schools should be
required to adhere to the federal regulations, just as other
lie and private schools. Charter schools should not be
:mpt because of their status or definition.
The IEP is a legally binding contract between the
ool and the parent which holds the school accountable for


















individual academic and/or behavioral needs. Charter
schools should not be excluded from providing this educa-
tiqnal service.
Summary
One of the most dynamic contemporary educational
refbrm initiatives is the charter school movement.
sntly, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
3A) was reauthorized to increase the capabilities of the
sral education program to meet the needs of all students.
3 educators believe that by placing students with dis-
ities in general education classes all individuals will
;fit. Others believe that inclusion is more of a hin-
.ce than a help. Some researchers believe that students
learn from one another based on their individual needs,
ell as develop friendships and appropriate social inter-








While public education for students with special
;ds is still changing, the concept of inclusion presents a
awareness for charter school administrators. Inclusion
a reality within the charter school system; however,
rter school stakeholders and administrators must make the
essary attitudinal changes that will allow all students






























m a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University in
anta, Georgia, and a Lead Teacher for Special Education
with the DeKalb County Schools.
I would like to ask permission to use the Attitudes Toward
lusive Education Scale (ATIES) with Rasch analysis to
ermine the attitudes of elementary administrators toward
Lusive education in charter schools.







TEXT OF LETTER GRANTING PERMISSION TO
USE THE SURVEY
Rhode Island College
Department of Counseling and Educational Psychology
108 Adams Hall
600 Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Providence, RI 02 90 3-1991
(401) 456-9633
November 18, 19 97
Cheryl Rutherford-Hasan
55'r4 Executive Way
Norcross, GA 3 0071
Dear Ms. Rutherford-Hasan:
Yovl have my permission to copy the ATIES as needed for your
study. If you have any questions, please contact me.
















ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSIVE EDUCATION SCALE
Demographic Infnrmai-inn
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ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSIVE EDUCATION SCALE
This scale concerns "inclusive education" as one method of
me sting the legal requirements for placing students with
disabilities in the "least restrictive" educational
environment. Inclusive education means that all students
wi :h disabilities are mainstreamed and become the respon
sibility of the regular class teacher who is supported by
specialists.
Instructions: On the blank line, please place the number
indicating your reaction to every item according to how much
you agree or disagree with each statement. Please provide















Students whose academic achievement is 2 or
years below the other students in the grade
should be in regular classes.
Students who are physically aggressive
coward their peers should be in regular
classes.
Students who cannot move without help from
others should be in regular classes.
Students who are shy and withdrawn should
be in regular classes.
Students whose academic achievement is l
year below the other students in the grade
should be in regular classes.
Students whose speech is difficult to under
stand should be in regular classes.
Students who cannot read standard print
and need to use Braille should be in
regular classes.
Students who are verbally aggressive
toward tr.eir peers should be in regular
classes.
Students who have difficulty expressing their
thoughts verbally should be in regular
classes.
Students who need training in self-help skills
and activities of daily living should be in
ir: regular classes.
Studentb who use sign language or communication
boards should be ir. regular classes.
Students who cannot control their behavior and
activities shouid be in regular classes.
Students who need an individualized functional
academic program in everyday reading and math
stcills should be in regular classes.
Students who cannot hear conve
should be in regular classes.
onal speech
Students who do not follow school rules for
conduct should be in regular classes.
Students who are frequently absent from
should be in regular classes.
(c) 1993, F. L. Wilczenski
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